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Financial Results of the Operation of Large Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana for Nine Years,
1937 to 1945
J. Norman Efferson, Mildred Cobb, and Felix E. Stanley
INTRODUCTION
Detailed studies of the costs and returns from the operation
of large sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted by
the Department of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station each year since 1937. 1 In each
year, the same general methods of collecting and analyzing the
data were employed in order to make the results from year to
year directly comparable. Records were collected from 33 large
farms in 1937, 35 in 1938, 88 in 1939, 89 in 1940, 76 in 1941, 52
in 1942, 55 in 1943, and 54 in 1944 and in 1945. 2 The acreage of
sugar cane on the farms studied amounted to approximately 10
per cent of the total acreage of sugar cane for sugar in the state
of Louisiana for each year studied, and a much larger proportion
of the acreage planted on the large corporation-type farms in the
state ; thus the sample secured appears to be large enough to be
representative of this segment of the Louisiana sugar cane in-
dustry.
Sugar cane is one of the three most important crops grown
on farms in Louisiana. The farms on which it is produced may
be divided into two general types : one is the "family-sized" type
of farm, on which most of the labor is performed by the farm
operator and members of his family; the other is the "large-
-Ftnancial Remits of the Operation of Large Sugar Cane farms in Louisiana,
1937 and 193 8 (Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No, 315;
February, 1940); Financial Results of the Operation of Large Sugar Cane Farms in
Louisiana, 1939, 1940, and 1941 (Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bul-
letin No, 374; March, 1944); Costs and Returns of Operating Large Sugar Cane
Farms in Louisiana, Crop Year 1942 (Department of Agricultural Economics Mimeo-
graphed Circular No. 3 8; November 1943); Financial Results of the Operation of
Large Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana in 1945 (Department of Agricultural Econom-
ics Mimeographed Circular No. 70; Apr., 1947).
2The field schedules for the 1937 and 193 8 studies were collected by Roy A.
Ballinger; for 1939, 1940, and 1941, by Roy A. Ballinger and Reid M. Grigsby;
for 1942, by Roy A. Ballinger and K. E. Ford; for 1943 and 1944, by J. Nrrman
Efferson and E. Carl Jones; and for 1945, by F, E. Stanley.
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scale" type, on which substantially ail of the labor is hired. Eco-
nomic studies of each of these two phases of the sugar cane in-
dustry, as well as the manufacturing phase of the industry, are
being conducted by the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tion., The purpose of this report is to present a summary of the
financial results of the operation of the large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana for the nine-year period 1937 to 1945, and to make com-
parisons of significant trends during the period.
Method of Procedure
The farms selected for the sample were chosen on the basis
of 10 per cent of the total cane for sugar acreage of the state,
stratified according to the importance of sugar cane in the various
• sub-areas of the state. Within this stratification, however, the
final selection of individual farms in the sample was determined
by the degree of co-operation assured by the managers and
bookkeepers and the relative accuracy of the records involved.
Thus, the average results for each year and for the nine-year
period can be considered somewhat better than the averages for
the region as a whole, since the most efficient operators are usual-
ly the ones who are the most co-operative and keep the best
records.
The field data were collected by making personal visits to
farms to obtain the necessary information from their records.
All of the farms studied had the services of a full-time book-
keeper and employed an outside C. P. A. accounting firm to make
a final audit of the results at the end of each season. The basic
data used in this study were obtained from the audited reports of
each season's operations plus supplementary information of a
more detailed nature from the ledger and journal accounts of
the individual farm units.
For the most part, identical farms were studied throughout
the nine-year period. From year to year, some farms were
dropped from the sample and others added for various reasons,
but at least three-fourths of the sample included in the most re-
cent year studied, 1945, were included in each of the nine years.
Items of Cost
The total costs of operating the large sugar cane farms were
divided into five main groups with each group subdivided into
various items. These groupings were determined largely by the
customary practices of the farm managers in keeping their ac-
counts. Since accounting practices varied somewhat between
farms, however, it was necessary to make certain adjustments in
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the accounts oi' some of the farms in order to fit them into the
arrangement used in this study. In some cases, it was necessary
to make estimates as to the allocation of cost items under the
different headings ; these estimates were made in all cases by the
manager or some other official of the farm unit. Such allocations
affect the distribution of costs between items
;
they do not affect
the total cost of any farm.
General Overhead expenses include all items that were not a
part of the direct costs of planting, cultivating, and harvesting
sugar cane or other crops. Thus this item of expense includes
many costs other than those commonly thought of as overhead
costs. The reason for this arrangement is that many of the
farms did not keep their records in a form that permitted a
more detailed summary or breakdown of these so-called overhead
costs than that shown. The labor item under general overhead
includes both payment for general supervision and maintenance
and for the labor used in all farm work of a general nature such
as ditching, repairing machinery and fences, and other similar
jobs. Other items under general overhead include feed purchased,
oil, gasoline, grease, and other similar farm supplies, taxes, in-
surance, depreciation, and other miscellaneous costs such as labor
transportation, stable expenses, and upkeep of yards and build-
ings. Most of these items, such as oil, gasoline, and grease, ac-
tually were used in direct farm operations in connection with
the planting, growing, and harvesting of sugar cane, but because
the records were kept in such manner that these and other
similar items could not be distributed accurately to the specific
operations, all such items of cost were included in general over-
head expenses. Also, no attempt was made to allocate taxes, in-
surance, or depreciation to specific groups of costs.
Planting and Cultivating costs include only the direct cash
costs of performing these operations on the sugar cane crop.
The most important of these costs is labor. The cost of seed cane
does not represent a cash cost, except in a few isolated instances
where a small amount of seed was purchased from other growers,
since most seed cane planted was obtained from production on
the farm. The value of cane used for seed in the fall of the
previous year was charged as a cost against the following year's
crop, while the value of the cane used for seed in the fall of each
year was credited as income for that year. These two items do
not balance exactly because of differences in the price and amount
of cane planted in the different years. The fertilizer costs in-
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elude the amount paid for purchased fertilizer applied to the cur-
rent crop and for seeds used for soil improving crops. Other
planting and cultivating costs include expenses for grass and
weed control, insect and disease control, and similar items.
Harvesting costs include the direct cash costs incurred in cut-
ting, topping, and stripping the cane and loading and hauling it
to the field derricks, at which point the cane is transferred to
the control of the mills. Most of these expenses were for labor.
Other Crop expenses include the labor, seed, and fertilizer
costs incurred in the production and harvesting of the miscel-
laneous crops produced on the farm. For the most part, these ex-
penses were incurred in the production of corn and/or soybeans
on one-third to one-fourth of the total cropland under the usual
three- to four-year rotation, which consists of two or three years
in sugar cane and one year in corn and soybeans or soybeans
alone.
Interest costs were included as a part of the total costs of
operating large sugar cane farms. It was calculated at five per
cent of the total value of assets used in the business. Interest
actually paid by the various farms for the use of borrowed funds
was not included as a cost, since this would have meant including
the same cost twice. This approach placed all farms on the same
basis with respect to capital charges, regardless of the extent
of their borrowings or the rate of interest actually paid. The
use of the five per cent rate in computing interest charges was
largely arbitrary.. The effect of using a different rate can be de-
termined by applying any desired rate to the capital investment.
Measures of Cost and Return
The net cost of producing sugar cane was determined by
subtracting miscellaneous credits from the total cost. Miscellan-
eous credits included the income received by the farm units from
sources other than the sale of sugar cane and government pay-
ments. This miscellaneous income was received largely from cane
used for seed, the sale of crops other than sugar cane, and the
sale of livestock and livestock products. The production and sale
of these products was, for the most part, merely incidental to the
business of producing sugar cane; thus the income from their
sale may be regarded as having reduced the cost of producing
sugar cane below what it would have been otherwise.
The total income of the farms includes the receipts from
the sale of sugar cane and payments received under various
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governmental assistance programs plus the items accounted for
in connection with miscellaneous credits.
Operating expenses include all costs except interest on the
capital investment. Net operating income is the difference be-
tween total income from all sources and operating expenses. It
represents the income available for the payment of interest, divi-
dends, and additions to surplus. Net income is the amount re-
maining after subtracting interest at the rate of 5 per cent from
the net operating income, and represents the net return above
all costs including a reasonable charge for the capital invested
in the business.
Limitations of the Data
The audited financial reports furnished by the growers con-
tributed greatly to the accuracy of the data. There are several
limitations in the financial reports on which this series of studies
was based, however, which should be pointed out for a clearer
interpretation of the results.
Several of the large sugar cane planting companies included
in this study operated more than one farm unit. For 1937 and
1938, the records available for such units were not in sufficient
detail so that each farm unit could be studied separately and, as
a result, the data for these two earlier years show a much larger
average size of farm and volume of business per farm than sim-
ilar results for the years after 1938. This is due to the fact that
the records for multiple-unit operating companies were grouped
as one single farm unit in 1937 and 1938. In 1939 and succeeding
years, the records were such that each individual farm unit
could be studied separately. Thus, the averages per farm as pre-
sented for 1937 and 1938 are not comparable with averages for
the other years. The average unit costs and returns, however,
were not affected by this difference ; and unit costs and returns
for the entire series of nine years are directly comparable.
Some of the growers' books were kept on a cash instead of
an accrual basis. On the cash basis, receipts and expenditures
are recorded when the cash is actually paid or received, rather
than charging that expense or crediting that receipt to the par-
ticular crop year to which it is applicable. This cash basis of
farm accounting results in slight differences in costs and returns
for any one year, as compared with the accrual basis, although
over a long period of years, the result will be the same by either
method. For instance, government payments for the various
assistance programs usually were received in the spring and
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summer following the crop year in which they were earned. In
the two most recent years studied, government payments were
lower in 1944 than in 1945, and some of the records apparently
contained 1944 government payments for the 1945 crop year in-
stead of the higher payments which should have accrued to 1945.
The result is that government payments probably are under-
stated somewhat for the 1945 crop season. Similar payments
for the 1946 season were lower than for 1945; thus, these same
records will contain an overstatement of government payments
for the 1946 crop season.
In addition, some of the records did not separate labor and
materials in each of the several categories of expense. In most
of these cases, where the cost of materials was low, all of the
costs were charged to labor. For this reason, labor costs were
overstated slightly in some of the expense classifications. Also,
some of the records did not record the amount and value of cane
used for seed. In these cases, since cane used for seed in the fall
preceding the crop year was not charged as an expense, and
the seed planted in the current year for the next year's crop
not credited as a receipt, the over -all financial picture remained
approximately the same. This method of bookkeeping, however,
results in a slight error when average yields per acre are
computed. When the amount of cane used for seed was unknown,
the tons of cane sold were used to compute the yield of cane per
acre planted. It is believed that this procedure in part of the
records analyzed caused the average yield per acre for all farms
to be understated to the extent of about 1.5 tons per acre in
most years.
The "general overhead ,, expense item, in many cases, con-
tained items that would have been charged as direct costs had
the various farm records been kept in more detail. With more
detailed records, "general overhead" most likely would have
been lower, and "planting and cultivating" and "harvesting'* costs
correspondingly higher.
Other Considerations
The method used to compute average interests costs is sub-
ject to some limitations but is used in an effort to make inter-
est costs comparable for all farms. The only accurate figure
available as to the total assets on the books of most of the farm
units studied was the "depreciated assets" item as used for fed-
eral and state income tax purposes. Since many of the older
farm units have depreciated their assets heavily during the
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course of time, including some farms with every mule on the
place written down to a value of a dollar a head, the capital in-
vestment data as used in these studies to compute interest charges
is lower than the book value, replacement cost, or sales value of
the property., As a result, the interest cost for such farms is
much lower than the interest which would have had to be paid if
the property were purchased on the open market with the use
of borrowed funds.
In interpreting the average operating income before inter-
est and the net income after interest, it should be noted that
these two measures of return or profit are the returns before in-
come taxes, since no state or federal income taxes are included in
any of the cost items. Income taxes were excluded from the items
of cost in order to obtain an average cost per farm and per unit
of production that would be directly comparable from farm to
farm and from year to year. This procedure gives more accurate
cost data for comparing mill to mill in any one year or averages
over a period of years, but it also overstates the actual profit
made by the business and retained by the operator or returned
to the stockholders of the farm.
The amount of cane produced by the farms is reported in
field tons at the derrick, actual weight. For some analysis pur-
poses, the amount in terms of standard tons is more desirable,
but this item was not available for all farms.
AVERAGE RESULTS FOR THE NINE YEARS
A brief summary of the average results for each of the nine
years studied is shown in Tables 1 through 5. A more detailed
analysis of the final results for each year on a per farm, per acre
of cane grown, and per ton of cane sold basis, is presented in
Appendix Tables I to XVI.
Volume of Business
The average volume of business for the farms studied each
year from 1937 to 1945, including the number of farms, the
acreage of cane per farm, the tons of cane sold per farm, and
the average yield per acre, is indicated in Table 1. From 1937
through 1942, the volume of business as indicated by the acreage
of cane per farm and the tons sold per farm varied widely ; this
difference was due not to variations in plantings from year to
year but to variations in the definition of a farm in the sample,
which has been explained previously. From 1943 to 1945, the
three most recent years of the study, identical farms, for the
most part, were included in the study, and the average acreage
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Table 1. Average volume of business and yield per acre for large sugar cane
farms in Louisiana, 1937 to 1945.
Year
Number Average per farm Tons of cane
of Acres of Tons of produced
farms cane grown cane sold per acre
1937 ; 33 1,465 28,806 21.0
1938 35 1,305 28,465 23.3
1939 88 634 13,587 23.4
1940 89 611 8,290 15.1
76 633 11,489 19.9
1942 52 1,035 18,619 19.3
1943 55 970 18,787 20.5
1944 54 943 18,079 20.3
1945 54 971 20,232 21.9
varied from 943 acres of cane per farm in 1944 to 971 acres per
farm in 1945, while the tons of cane sold varied from 18,000 to
about 20,000 per farm in the same period. Throughout the period
of time covered by this series of studies, the acreage of sugar
cane in Louisiana has been relatively constant, and most of the
variation in total production has been due to differences in yield
per acre from year to year because of weather conditions.
Average yields on the farms studied varied from a high
point of more than 23 tons per acre in 1938 and 1939 to only 15
tons per acre in 1940. For the nine years studied, the average
yield was less than 20 tons per acre in three years, varied from
20 to 21.9 tons in four years, and was more than 22 tons
per acre in only two years. Yields for this group of farms were
slightly higher than average yields of cane for the state as a
whole in most years but followed the same general trend.
Net Returns per Farm
The average investment per farm, the net operating income
before interest charges, and the net income after interest on a per
farm basis, and the percentage return on investment before in-
terest costs and taxes for each of the nine years are shown in Ta-
ble 2.
Total assets, which represent the depreciated value of all
land, buildings, machinery, and equipment used in the operation
of these large sugar cane farms, averaged about $173,000 per farm
in 1943 but increased to more than $190,000 per farm in 1945.
This trend towards an increased investment to operate the same
relative volume of business is due to higher replacement costs
during the war years for all items of machinery, equipment, and
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Table 2. Average net returns from the production of sugar cane on large
farms in Louisiana, 1937 to 1945.
Average per Farm
-Number JNet Percentage re-
Year of Total operating Net turn on assets
farms assets income income before taxes*
JJollsurs uoiiars Dollars Per cent
1937 33 257 987 4,474 — 8,425 1. 73
1938 .„ 35 233,658 4,155 - 8,368 1.78
1939 88 126,177 9,727 3,418 7.71
1940 89 104,170 - 7,434 — 12,644 -12.14
1941 76 132,402 2,225 — 4,395 1.68
1942 52 173,006 19,520 10,869 11.28
1943 55 172,774 23,098 14,459 13.37
1944 54 167,377 20,176 11,807 12.05
1945 54 191,758 33,488 23,900 17.46
*Computed by dividing the net operating income by the total assets. Since the net operat-
ing income does not include a deduction for actual interest paid or for computed interest costs,
this return overstates the actual return by the amount actually paid as interest on borrowed
tunds.
building materials and to the addition of new machinery such
as the mechanical harvester. This trend is expected to increase at
an accelerated rate during the next few years because the short-
age of machinery, equipment, and other farm supplies has caused
most farm operators to delay the purchase of many essential
items that must be obtained to replace worn-out equipment in
the near future if they are to continue to operate the same volume
of business.
The net operating income, or the excess of receipts over ex-
penses, other than interest and income taxes, varied from a loss
of more than $7,000 per farm in 1940 to a gain of about $33,000
per farm in 1945., In four of the nine years, the net operating
income was less than $5,000 per farm and in three years of the
nine, the net operating income amounted to $20,000 or more per
farm.
In terms of the percentage return on the capital investment,
this net operating income amounted to a loss of 12 per cent of
the capital investment in 1940, a gain of less than 2 per cent in
three other years, and a gain of more than 10 per cent in four
years. There appeared to be no stability of average earnings in
the production of sugar cane on large farms in Louisiana during
the nine-year period. They made either reasonably good earn-
ings or unreasonably large losses. These facts indicate the fal-
lacy of attempting to make policy decisions regarding this in-
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dustry on the basis of results of the previous year only; in at-
tempting to forecast what is likely to happen in the future, there
appears to be only one assured factor that in future years con-
ditions will be different from those of past years. These condi-
tions are due to the fact that net returns are determined largely
by the average yields obtained, and these yields are in turn de-
termined by weather conditions, which are impossible to forecast,
during the growing and harvesting season.
The greatly variable net returns in the production of sugar
cane from year to year is indicated more clearly by the difference
in average net income, or the excess of receipts over expenses
plus a charge of 5 per cent to cover all interest costs. The aver-
age net income of the farms studied varied from a loss of more
than $12,000 in 1940 to a gain of about $24,000 per farm in 1945.
Based on net income, these large farms incurred average net
losses in four of the nine years studied, and made average net
incomes of more than $10,000 per farm in four of the nine years.
In terms of the usual businessman's concept of an "average
year," there appear to be very few average years in the produc-
tion of sugar cane. In the nine-year period 1937 to 1945, the
average annual returns were either high or low with only one
year, 1939, approaching what the grower would term an "aver-
age year."
Costs and Returns per Acre Grown
A summary of the average costs and returns per acre of cane
grown for the farms studied from 1937 to 1945 is presented in
Table 3. A more detailed outline of the unit costs per acre for
each item of expense is presented in Appendix Table I.
Unit costs per acre of sugar cane averaged about $90 in the
1937-39 pre-war period but increased gradually during the war
years to reach a peak of more than $130 per acre in 1945. Most
of this increase in cost was due to increased expenses for the
more important items in general overhead, including machinery,
labor, and materials, and increased costs for planting and cul-
tivating because of higher wage rates. Costs for harvesting,
including only direct labor and transportation to the derrick, in-
creased from about $20 per acre in the pre-war period to only
$22 per acre in 1945 ; because of relatively high wage rates and an
acute shortage of labor, most of these farms mechanized rapidly
during the war years and substituted machinery (included in
overhead costs) for direct labor in harvesting; thus, direct har-
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Table 3. Costs and returns per acre of cane grown on large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Items of cost Per acre of cane grown
and return 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
($) ($) ($) (?) ($) ($) <$) <$> ($)
Expenses
General overhead 39.07 36.63 34.33 34.37 35.54 43.01 46.89 54.97 64.96
Planting & cultivat ing 21.45 20.97 21.12 20.65 20.20 23.75 22.45 25.04 29.51
Harvesting cane .... 20.54 22.08 19.08 10.93 13.73 14.16 20.69 20.28 21.95
Other crops 3.90 4.80 4.24 3.45 3.98 3.27 4.49 5.22
Ttl t prpaf 8 80 9. 60 9.95 8. 56 10.46 8 36 8.91 8 88 9 87
Total cost 89.86 93.18 89.28 78.75 83.38 93.26 102.21 113.66 131.51
Miscellaneous credits 8.49 9.27 10.69 7.01 8.87 9.52 8.15 10.10 10.25
81.37 83.91 78.59 71.74 74.51 83.74 94.06 103.56 121.28
Receipts
Cane sold 57.02 58.21 63.57 36.29 54.05 77.97 86.08 88.62 95.73
AAA payments 18.60 19.28 20.41 14.68 13.52 16.27 22.89 27.46 50.14
Misc. receipts 8.49 9.27 10.69 7.01 8.87 9.52 8.15 10.10 10.25
Total receipts 84.11 86.76 94.67 57.98 76.44 103.76 117.1*2 126.18 156.12
Operating expenses 81.06 83.58 79.33 70.19 72.92 84.90 93.30 104.78 121.64
Net operating income 3.05 3.18 15.34 -12.21 3.52 18.86 23.82 21.40 34.48
Net income — 5.75 -6.42 5.39 —20.77 -6.94 10.50 14.91 12.52 24.61
Capital investment 176.10 179.00 199.00 171.05 209.20 167.10 178.12 177.49 197.49
Cane produced 21.03 23.26 23.38 15.14 19.87 19.27 20.47 20.31 21.9
Cane sold 20.00 22.81 21.43 13.57 18.15 17.99 19.37 19.17 20.8
vesting costs show little change, while overhead costs were almost
twice as high in 1945 as in 1937.
Miscellaneous credits involved in the operation of these
farms, which included income received from the sale of other
crops and the value of cane saved for seed, changed little during
the nine-year period. This income amounted to about $10 per
acre of cane grown in the 1937-39 period and averaged $10 per
acre in the most recent year studied, 1945. As a result, the net
cost per acre of cane grown, which is the difference between to-
tal costs and miscellaneous credits, increased at about the same
rate as did total costs per acre. Net costs per acre of cane in-
creased 50 per cent from 1937 to 1945.
Income from cane sales also increased during the period but
not as rapidly as did total and net costs.. Cane sales accounted for
income of about $60 per acre in the 1937-39 period as compared
with $95 per acre in 1945. Income from government payments,
however, more than doubled during the nine-year period; gov-
ernment payments averaged slightly less than $20 per acre in
15
the pre-war period as compared with $50 per acre in 1945. Thus,
the data indicate that costs increased at a more rapid rate than
did income from cane sales during the war years but that net
earnings were maintained because of increased government pay-
ments. It should be kept in mind, however, that these govern-
ment payments to cane growers were based on a national sugar
policy of rigid price controls during the war and subsidies to
growers in order to maintain production. Based on the experience
in World War I, if there had been no government payments and
no price controls on sugar in World War II, it is probable that
the gross income of cane growers would have been much higher
than it was under the price controls and subsidy programs.
For the entire nine-year period, the average net income per
acre of cane grown varied from a loss of more than $20 per acre
in 1940 to a gain of about $24 per acre in 1945. Net income av-
eraged less than $6 per acre in five years of the period and aver-
aged more than $10 per acre in four years.
Costs and Returns per Ton Sold
A summary of the average costs and returns per ton of sugar
cane sold for the farms studied from 1937 to 1945 is presented
in Table 4. A more detailed outline of the unit costs per ton for
each item of expense is summarized in Appendix Table III.
Total costs per ton of cane varied from about $4.00 in the
1937-39 pre-war period to more than $6.00 in 1945; net costs
per ton also increased about 50 per cent during the nine-year
period. Income from cane sales, which is based on the price of
raw sugar, which was under O.P.A. price control during most of
the period, increased from $3.00 per ton in the pre-war period to
about $4.50 per ton in 1943 and remained at that level in 1944
and 1945. Income from cane sales plus government payments
changed from slightly less than $4.00 per ton sold in the 1937-39
period to $7.00 per ton in 1945.
These unit returns per ton of cane sold vary slightly from
the official average prices reported in some of the years studied
;
this difference is due to the fact that the official prices are quoted
in terms of standard tons, while this analysis is made on the
basis of actual field tons as delivered to the derrick. Also, owing
to the accounting differences mentioned heretofore, the average
government payments in some years vary from those announced
for a particular crop season.
The net income per ton of cane sold varied from a high point
of $1.18 in 1945 to a loss of more than $1.50 per ton in 1940. The
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Table 4. Costs and returns per ton of cane sold on large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
items of cost Average per ton cane sold
and return 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
($) ($) ($) ($)
Expenses
General overhead .... 1.99 1.68 1.60 2.53 1.96 2.39 2.42 2.87 3.11
Planting & cultivating 1.09 .96 .99 1.52 1.11 1.32 1.16 1.31 1.42
Harvesting cane .... 1.04 1.01 80 76 .79 1.07 1.06 1.06
.18 .22 .31 .19 .22 .17 .23 .25
Interest .45 .44 .47 .63 .57 .46 .46 .46 .47
Total cost 4.57 4.27 4.17 5.79 4.59 5.18 5.28 5.93 6.31
Misc. credits .43 .43 .50 .52 .49 .53 .42 .53 .49
...Net cost 4.14 3.84 3.67 5.27 4.10 4.65 4.86 5.40 5.82
Receipts
Cane sold 2.90 2,67 2.97 2.66 2.98 4.34 4.45 4.62 4.59
AAA Payments .95 .88 .95 1.08 .74 .90 1.18 1.43 2.41
Misc, receipts .43 .43 .50 .52 .49 .53 .42 .53 .49
Total receipts 4.28 3.98 4.42 4.26 4.21 5.77 6.05 6.58 7.49
Operating expenses 4.12 3.83 3,70 5.16 4.02 4.72 4.82 5.47 5.84
Net operating income .16 .15 .72 — .90 .19 1.05 1.23 1.11 1.65
Net income - .29 — .29 .25 — 1.53 — .38 .59 .77 .65 1.18
Capital investment 8.96 8.21 9.29 12.57 11.52 9.29 9.20 9.26 9.48
net income after interests on a per ton basis indicated losses in
1937, 1938, 1940, and 1941 ; net incomes per ton of less than $1.00
in 1939, 1942, 1943, and 1944; and a net income of more than
$1.00 per ton in only one year, 1945.
Nine-Year Average Costs and Returns
A summary of the average costs, returns, and net profits for
all of the farms studied for the entire nine-year period, 1937 to
1945, is shown in Table 5. These data are computed on the basis
of a weighted average for the entire period. For the nine years,
an average of 60 farms per year were surveyed. These farms had
an average volume of business of 864 acres of sugar cane and
about 18,000 tons of cane produced per farm, with a nine-year
average yield of 20.5 tons of sugar cane per acre.
For this period, the farms studied produced sugar cane at an
average cost of $97 per acre, or $5.10 per ton sold. Of this
amount, 45 per cent was general and overhead costs, 24 per cent
was direct planting and cultivating costs, 18 per cent was for
direct harvesting expenses, 4 per cent for costs of growing other
crops, and 9 per cent for interest.
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Table 5. Nine-year average costs and returns for large sugar cane farms
in Louisiana, 1937 to 1945, inclusive.
Item
Nine year average
Per farm
Per acre
grown
Per ton of
cane sold
($) ($) ($)
General 'overhead 37,449.81 43.34 2.27
Planting and cultivating 19,705.31 22.81 1.20
Harvesting cane 15,612.56 18.07 .95
Other crops 3,232.91 3.74 .20
Q OA
.48
TOTAL COST nn HOC £2*7 97.20 O. J.U
Miscellaneous credits 7,903.70 9.15 .48
Net cost 76,082.97 88,05 4.62
Receipts from cane 59,423.85 68.77 3.61
Government payments iy,Doo.uy 22 65 1 19
Other receipts 7 Qft*} 701
,
*7UO. 1 u 9.15 .48
TOTAL RECEIPTS 86,895.64 100.57 5.28
Operating expenses 76,000.59 87.96 4.62
10,895.05 12.61 .66
Net income 2 Q08 Q7 3.37 .18
Capital investment 158,628.73 183.60 9.64
Cane produced—tons 17,672 20.5
Cane sold—tons 16,462
864
59.5
Acres grown
Average number farms per year ....
On the basis of the type of payment, an average of $2.62 per
ton, or 51 per cent of the total costs, was made up of direct
payments to hired labor (Table 6). Direct labor costs amounted
to $0.85 per ton sold for general overhead costs, $0.75 per ton for
Table 6. Nine-year average labor costs for large sugar cane farms,
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.*
item Average Per acre cane Per ton cane
per farm grown sold
($) ($) ($)
General overhead 13,975.12 16.17 .85
Planting and cultivating 12,297.94 14.23 .75
Harvesting cane 14,945.56 17.30 .91
Other crops 1,866.83 2.16 .11
TOTAL „ 43,085.45 49.86 2.62
*No figure available for "Other crops" in 1937. "Other crops" figure for 1938 not broken
down into unit c'osts.
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planting and cultivating, $0.91 per ton for harvesting, and $0.11
per ton for costs of other crops. These facts indicate that more
than one-half of the total costs of producing sugar cane for the
nine-year period, 1937-45, were direct labor payment. In addi-
tion, there were other indirect labor charges included in the re-
pair of machinery and other similar items.
The average gross income for the period amounted to $100
per acre, or $5.28 per ton of cane sold. Of this amount, $3.61 per
ton, or 68 per cent, was income from the sale of sugar cane; $1.19
per ton, or 23 per cent, was government payments; and $0.48
per ton, or 9 per cent, was income from other sources.
The net operating income, or the amount remaining to pay
interest, income taxes, dividends, and additions to capital, aver-
aged about $11,000 per farm per year, $12 per acre, or $0.66 per
ton of cane sold. After deducting interest charges, the net in-
come averaged about $3,000 per farm, $3.00 per acre, or $0.18
per ton of cane sold.
The average capital investment amounted to almost $160,000
per farm. If it were assumed that every farm owner owned all
his farm outright and paid no interest charges on any of the cap-
ital, the net operating income would amount to 6.9 per cent per
year on the capital investment. From this amount would have
to come the actual interest paid on borrowed funds, income taxes,
and capital replacements to the extent that depreciation rates on
old equipment were not sufficient for replacements, before the
remainder could be considered net earnings to the investor. In
view of the risky nature of the business, such returns are not
high.
In terms of the costs and returns for the production of sugar
cane for sugar on large farms in Louisiana, the nine-year period,
1937-45, can be characterized as a period of three favorable years,
three unfavorable years, and three very unfavorable years. A
summary of the average costs and returns for each of the three-
year periods, 1937-39. 1940-42, and 1943-45, is shown in Appen-
dix Table IV. The average net income per ton of cane sold
amounted to a loss of $0.08 per ton in the 1937-39 period, a loss
of $0.35 per ton in the middle period, 1940-42, and a gain of
$0.87 per ton for the most recent three-year period.
Total costs per unit for producing sugar cane increased 20
per cent from the first to the second three-year period and in-
creased 14 per cent from the second to the third three-year
period. Total receipts increased 13 per cent from the first to the
second period and 40 per cent from the second to the third. The
last period, 1943-45, proved to be a relatively profitable period
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because price increases plus increased governmental payments
proved to be enough to offset the increased costs, and relatively
good yields were obtained without any disastrous year, such as
1940, occurring.
FACTORS AFFECTING COST AND RETURNS
The unit costs and returns and the profits or losses per farm
in the operation of large sugar cane farms in Louisiana are af-
fected by a great number of different factors, some under the
control of the management and many beyond control of the indi-
vidual operators. In this state, the major factors determining
the costs and returns from the production of sugar cane on large
farms are indicated to be the annual variations in the size of the
crop, which is determined more by the weather than by the
acreage planted, since the acreage has been relatively stable from
year to year ; the kind of prevailing weather during the harvesting
season and the presence or absence of damaging frosts; the su-
crose content per ton .of cane harvested, which is determined in
the short run by the weather and other factors such as the
amount of tops, trash, etc. ; and the price received for sugar cane,
which is based on the usual cane-purchase contract according to
the price of raw sugar. The favorable or unfavorable effect of
the first three of these four important factors is dependent, in
any one year, on the weather, which is not predictable. The fa-
vorable or unfavorable effect of the last factor, the price of sugar
cane, is dependent on raw sugar prices, which are established
at national and international levels.
Because sugar supplies produced in Louisiana make up only
about 7 per cent of normal consumption requirements in the
United States, the Louisiana sugar production has little effect on
sugar supplies for the nation as a whole ; therefore, producers in
this state do not have the advantage held by some agricultural
areas of a short crop usually being accompanied by a compensat-
ing high price. For this reason, historical price trends indicate
that a short crop is just as likely to be accompanied by a rela-
tively low price as by a high price.
These factors indicate the great dependence of this phase of
the sugar cane industry on factors which cannot be foreseen in
advance and which determine to a large extent the relative profits
from the production of sugar cane. Actually, the most important
factor determining the success or failure of an individual farm
operator of a large sugar cane farm in Louisiana is whether or
not he was fortunate enough to start in the business at a time
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when the many uncontrollable factors were favorable to good
returns. If he came into the business during a period of relative
stability of prices and costs and fairly favorable weather con-
ditions, he made good net returns—large profits if he was a good
manager but still a net return even if he was a poor manager., If
he came into the business at a time of relatively high costs com-
pared with returns and had a bad year or two at the start because
of unfavorable weather conditions and/or losses due to frosts,
he sustained net losses. And usually, the better manager he was,
the more he lost, on the same basis that during the war years
the businessman who followed sound business practices and
maintained a rapid inventory turnover earned less than his com-
petitor who was less diligent and who received the advantage
of every price increase because he did not have a rapid inventory
turnover. On large sugar cane farms, the general tendency for
higher earnings to be made in the good years and higher losses
in the bad years by the efficient operators as compared with the
less efficient ones, appears to hold true as it does in many other
types of industries.
The financial results of the Louisiana studies of large sugar
cane farms show, however, that in any given year and under the
same climatic conditions and the same price structure, there are
still variations from farm to farm in costs, returns, and net
profits. It follows, then, that there are still other reasons for
variations in returns in addition to the major ones listed pre-
viously. These factors causing one large farm to have lower
costs and higher returns than another in the same area and in
the same year are both physical and economic in character. The
physical factors include selection of varieties, disease and insect
control, methods of planting, cultivating, fertilizing, harvesting,
and many others. Since this series of studies has been limited
to a statistical analysis of the final results each year, no attempt
has been made to study these physical and internal-management
problems of the large sugar cane farms, although it is recognized
that differences do exist and that these variations cause much of
the final difference in costs.
From the annual statistical analysis of large sugar cane
farms in Louisiana the economic factors that were found to be
important in affecting costs, returns, and net profits are as fol-
lows : size of farm, yield per acre, labor efficiency, and proportion
of cropland planted to cane.
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Size of Farm
The average size of the large sugar cane farms studied in
Louisiana for the nine-year period was about 2,500 acres, includ-
ing about 1,500 acres in cropland and the remainder in swamp
or poorly-drained land, woods, building sites, roads, and ditches.
Of the total cropland, about 900 acres per farm were planted to
sugar cane, 500 acres planted to corn and/or soybeans, and 100
acres in other crops or idle cropland. Of the land planted in
sugar cane, the usual proportion was about 40 to 45 per cent in
plant cane, 40 to 45 per cent in first-year stubble cane, and 10 to 20
per cent in second-year stubble. An average farm of this size
required a total investment in land, buildings, workstock, and
equipment, of about $150,000.
Although all of the farms included in the Louisiana series
of studies of large sugar cane farms were the corporate-sized
units, variations in size did exist even in this group. Some of the
farms studied had less than 500 acres in cropland, less than 250
acres in sugar cane, and sold less than 5,000 tons of cane per
farm per year. Others had more than 2,000 acres in cropland,
more than 1,000 acres in sugar cane, and average annual sales of
more than 20,000 tons of sugar cane per farm. The relationship
of size of farm to costs and returns for the farms studied from
1937 to 1945 is shown in Appendix Tables V through VIII.
There are many measures that are used commonly to indicate
the size of a farm. The most familiar and common one is the total
acreage in the entire farm. For Louisiana sugar cane farms, the
varying relative amounts of woods and swamp on the different
farms make this measure undesirable since two farms of the
same total acreage may have widely different amounts of cropland
and land in cane. Total cropland also is used occasionally; on
the farms studied, varying amounts of idle cropland made the
use of this measure questionable. The two best measures of size
of business of the large sugar cane farms appeared to be the
acreage of sugar cane per farm and the volume of sugar cane sold
per farm. The tons of sugar cane sold per farm is probably the
best measure of the two since it includes both the acreage and
the yield factors. The analysis of size in relation to costs and
returns as presented in Appendix Tables V through VIII is based
on these two measures.
In contrast to the results from the studies of family-type
sugar cane farms in Louisiana, the larger farms in the corporate-
type farms studied did not have the lowest unit costs and the
highest net returns. In most of the years studied, the group of
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farms with from 1,000 to 1,500 acres in cropland, with from
500 to 1,000 acres in sugar cane, and selling from 10 to 20 thou-
sand tons of cane annually had lower unit costs and made higher
net returns per unit than did the smaller farms with less than
500 acres in sugar cane or the larger sized group with more
than 1,000 acres in sugar cane.
For some years, however, this general relationship did not
hold true. Although in 6 of the 9 years studied, the moderately
large corporate-type farms (500 to 1,000 acres of sugar cane
per farm) made greater net returns per unit than the larger or
smaller farms, in 3 of the 9 years, the fairly small corporate-type
farms, with from 250 to 500 acres in sugar cane, had the highest
net returns. The years in which this relationship occurred were
relatively unfavorable years for the group as a whole. In gen-
eral, the tendency appeared to be for the moderately large cor-
porate-type sugar cane farms to make higher earnings in good
years and larger losses per unit in bad years than the relatively
small farms of this type and to make higher net earnings per
unit in good years and lower losses in bad years than were made
by the extremely large farms of this type.
On family-sized sugar cane farms, the advantage of better
utilization of the available unpaid family labor which otherwise
would have been idle is such that the larger the size of the farm,
so long as it remained a family-sized unit, the greater were the
returns in most years. For the large corporate-type farms, how-
ever, this advantage of full utilization of unpaid labor does not
exist since all of the labor is hired on an hour basis
;
therefore, the
point of diminishing returns appears to have been reached at a
size of about 1,000 acres in cane and 1,500 acres in cropland. The
data indicate that increased efficiency on these large farms was
obtained with increased size up to this point; but beyond this
point, increased size appeared to result in higher costs and lower
returns rather than increased efficiency.
Yields per Acre
Farm management studies throughout the United States
have shown that within the actual practices of farmers, the higher
the crop yields, the higher are the returns from farming. Farms
with high yields pay higher returns in depression periods as well
as in normal or favorable times. Also, good yields of crops and
high production rates for animals are the most important factors
in obtaining low costs of production. Farmers with high yields
have lower costs per unit and make higher returns per hour of
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labor and per unit of investment than farmers with lower pro-
duction efficiency.
For large sugar cane farms in Louisiana, the most important
single factor influencing the financial success or failure of the
group of farms studied each year was the yield of cane obtained
per acre. Stated simply, in any year, the farms with relatively
high yields brought greater net returns than did the farms with
relatively low yields. The relationship of cane yields to costs and
returns on the farms studied for each of the nine years, 1937-
1945, is shown in Appendix Tables IX, X, and XI.
Although yields per acre for the area, as a whole, varied
from year to year, in each year a part of the farms studied made
higher than average yields while some farms had below-average
yields. Throughout the period, the farms with the higher yields
had lower costs per unit and higher net returns than those with
fairly low yields. For 1945, the most recent year studied, the 9
farms having yields of from 16 to 18.9 tons per acre had total
costs of $6.99 per ton sold as compared with only $5.10 per ton
for the 7 farms obtaining yields of from 25 to 27.9 tons per acre.
Even in 1940, when everyone had low yields, the 57 farms having
average yields of less than 16 tons per acre had average costs of
$6.21 per ton as compared with about $5.00 per ton for the 10
farms obtaining average yields of more than 19 tons per acre.
Similar results are indicated for the other years studied, although
some minor variations did occur which were due to the small
number of farms in some of the groupings.
Variations in yield of cane per acre from year to year are
caused primarily by the weather. Differences in yields from farm
to farm in the same year, however, are due partly to variations
in weather and soils in different parts of the cane area but are
caused also by many other factors. It has not been possible to
measure in this series of statistical studies of large farms the
relative importance of these factors. No doubt, some are beyond
the control of the individuals operating the farms, but others are
largely under the control of the management. For instance, varia-
tions in yield resulting from differences in the application of fer-
tilizer, in the use of cover crops, in the selection of varieties, in
the control of cane borers, and in planting and cultivating prac-
tices are largely under the control of the farm managers, while
differences in soil cannot be controlled by management. It is ap-
parent that a considerable part of the differences in yield from
farm to farm in any one year is due to factors under the control
of the farm operators. If this is true, producers now obtaining
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low yields should give serious consideration to ways and means
of improving their yields.
In a normal year with a 20 to 22 ton per acre yield for the
state, as a whole, managers of large sugar cane farms obtaining
an average yield per acre on their entire production of from 1 to
5 tons lower than the state average can expect their unit costs
to be about 10 per cent higher than on the farms where the state
average yields are obtained; those making an average yield for
their entire production of from 1 to 5 tons more per acre than
the state average can expect their unit costs to be about 10 per
cent lower than the farms obtaining average yields and 20 per
cent lower than those on which the yields were below average.
Efficiency in the Use of Man Labor
Efficiency in the use of man labor refers to the amount of
productive work accomplished per man on the farm; in general,
the more work accomplished per man, the greater are the profits.
Relatively high labor efficiency is especially important in periods
of high prices or in areas of high labor costs. In such cases, labor
must be efficiently used because of the higher costs.
Direct labor costs comprised more than one-half of the total
costs of producing sugar cane on the large farms studied from
1937 to 1945. Because labor costs made up such a large part of
the total costs on these farms, the efficiency with which labor
was used was one of the important factors determining the rela-
tive success or failure of the different farms. In order to measure
the effect of labor efficiency on costs and returns, a special analy-
sis was made of the results for the most recent year studied, 1945.
Because of the nature of this series of studies and the fact that
they were limited to a statistical analysis of the final results for
each year, no physical measure of labor efficiency was available.
Thus, a financial measure of labor efficiency, the direct labor costs
per ton of cane sold, was used. The relationship of direct labor
costs and returns on the farms studied in 1945 is shown in Ap-
pendix Tables XII, XIII, and XIV.
In general, the lower the direct labor costs per ton of cane
sold, the lower were the total costs of producing cane and the
higher the net income per unit. In 1945, the 23 farms with aver-
age direct labor costs of less than $2.00 per ton of cane sold had
total costs of only $5.98 per ton and an average net income of
$1.27, as compared with total costs of $6.81 per ton and a net
income of only $0.85 per ton for the 16 farms that had direct
labor costs of $2.50 or more per ton.
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Since machinery and equipment costs were included under
general overhead expenses, a comparison of total costs with gen-
eral overhead costs for the three groups of farms in Appendix
Table XII leads to several interesting observations. The farms
that were able to keep direct labor costs below $2.00 per ton also
managed to keep general overhead costs reasonably low. This
suggests that these farms were highly mechanized and used both
man labor and mechanical equipment in the most efficient man-
ner. The farms on which direct labor costs ranged from $2.00
per ton to $2.49 had the highest general overhead costs of any of
the three groups. This suggests that this middle group had de-
veloped to a stage which might be called "semi-mechanization,"
since they still had fairly high labor costs per ton but also had
high equipment costs. The third group of farms, those with the
highest direct labor costs per ton, had the lowest general over-
head costs, indicating that they had a lesser degree of mechani-
zation than the other farms and used more man labor in place
of mechanized equipment.
The size of business and labor efficiency appeared to be some-
what interrelated factors on the large sugar cane farms studied.
The farms with the lowest labor costs were, on the average, the
larger farms. Also, as direct labor costs per ton increased, yield
per acre of cane decreased. The yield per acre in this case was
at least partly the causal factor since it stands to reason that
farms with higher yields of cane were able to utilize labor more
efficiently than farms with lower yields.
Proportion of Cropland Planted to Cane
There are very few cases in agriculture where one product
is so well adapted to an area and where other agricultural prod-
ucts cannot be produced on a large-scale commercial basis so that
the specialized production of that one product justifies complete
dependence on it for the cash farm income. For the most part,
however, the Louisiana sugar cane area appears to be one of
these rare cases.
Although the area appears fairly well adapted from the
standpoint of climate and soil conditions to the production of a
large number of different farm products, none thus far have
become serious competitors of sugar cane. Because of the lack
of market outlets for any large volume of certain seasonal truck
crops, the abundant rainfall which is desirable for sugar cane but
not for most other crops, and the lack of low-cost pasture lands
essential to the production of certain commodities such as beef
and dairy products, there appear to be few, if any, enterprises
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which can be used to supplement sugar cane production on a
large scale.
The Louisiana sugar cane studies from 1937 to 1945 show
that not only on the fairly efficient family-sized farms, but also
on the large sugar cane farms, the larger the percentage of the
total acreage planted to sugar cane and the smaller the depend-
ence on other sources of income, the lower were the costs of pro-
ducing cane and the greater were the total profits from the farm
business. On the farms studied, the units planting from 60 to
65 per cent of their total cropland in sugar cane usually had lower
costs and higher returns from sugar cane and from the entire
farm business than those units where less than 60 per cent of the
total available land was planted to cane. Because of the nature
of the data, specific examples are not available, but the interrela-
tionships are indicated in most of the tables presented in the Ap-
pendix.
Geographic Variations
There are sufficient variations in the soil, climate, and other
factors affecting the production of sugar cane in Louisiana to
produce significant differences in the costs of producing sugar
cane in different parts of the region. In an effort to measure
some of these variations in costs and returns in different parts
of the area, the territory was divided into three regions. One of
these, the Lafourche region, included the farms that were sit-
uated along Bayou Lafourche in the central part of the Louisiana
sugar cane area. The Teche region included all but the farms
west of the Atchafalaya river and represents the western side
of the cane belt. The Mississippi region included the farms that
were located along the Mississippi river on the eastern side of
the Louisiana sugar cane area. The average costs, returns, net
incomes per unit, and physical characteristics of the farms studied
in each of the three areas from 1937 to 1945 are shown in Appen-
dix Tables XV and XVI. It is recognized that conditions vary
significantly within each of these regions, but the number of
farms studied was not large enough to warrant any further sub-
division.
In terms of net returns per unit, the Teche region had a
slight advantage over the other two areas for the nine years and
the Lafourche area appeared to have averaged somewhat lower
net returns over the same period. For the nine years, the Teche
region had the highest average net return per unit in four years
and tied for high in one other, and was lowest in only one year.
The Mississippi region had highest average net returns per unit
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in three years and tied for high in one other but also had the
lowest net returns in three years. The Lafourche area made
the highest returns of the three areas in only one year of the nine
and was lowest in five of the nine years.
The farms studied in the Lafourche area averaged somewhat
larger in size than the farms in the other two areas and obtained
slightly smaller average yields per acre for the entire period;
this factor, however, was not consistent year after year since
this region had the highest average yields of any of the areas in
three of the nine years. The farms in the Teche region were
smaller in size, on the average, than the farms in the other two
areas, but had a slightly higher percentage of the total cropland
in sugar cane. The farms in the Mississippi region were inter-
mediate in size but had slightly higher average yields per acre
than the other two regions.
These facts indicate that variations do exist within the
Louisiana sugar cane area, that differences do occur in yields,
costs, and returns from one area to another in the same year, but
that these differences show no trend or central tendency to in-
dicate that one area is far superior to another over a long period
of time.
SUMMARY
1. Detailed studies of the costs and returns from the opera-
tion of large sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted
by the Department of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station each year since 1937. This re-
port summarizes the results of these studies for the nine-year
period 1937 to 1945.
2. Records were collected from approximately 60 large
farms each year. For the nine-year period, the sample studied
represented from 10 to 15 per cent of the total acreage of sugar
cane for sugar in the state.
3. All statistical and financial data were obtained from the
audited statements of the co-operating companies and individuals,
Because of variations in bookkeeping practices, it was necessary
to make some adjustments in the records of certain farms in or-
der to keep all records on a comparable basis ; these allocations af-
fected the distribution of costs between items to some extent but
did not affect the total costs of any one farm.
4. The average size of the large sugar cane farms studied
for the nine-year period was about 2,500 acres, including 1,500
acres in cropland of which about 900 acres per farm were planted
to sugar cane. An average farm of this size required a total in-
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vestment in land, buildings, workstock, and equipment of about
$150,000.
5. Average yields on the farms studied varied from more
than 23 tons per acre in 1938 and 1939 to only 15 tons per acre
in 1940. For the nine years studied, the average yield was less
than 20 tons per acre in three years, varied from 20 to 21.9 tons
in four years, and was more than 22 tons per acre in two years.
6. The average net income from the production of sugar
cane on these farms, or the excess of receipts over expenses plus
interest charges, varied from a loss of more than $12,000 per farm
in 1940 to a gain of $24,000 in 1945. Average net losses were in-
curred in four of the nine years studied, and net gains of $12,000
or more per farm were made in four of the nine years.
7. Unit costs averaged about $90 per acre, or $4.00 per
ton of cane sold, in the 1937-39 pre-war period but increased
gradually during the war years to reach a peak of more than $130
per acre, or $6.00 per ton, in 1945. Expense items increasing
most rapidly during the period were direct labor costs and costs
for machinery and equipment.
8. Income from cane sales also increased during the period
but not at as rapid a rate as did total and net costs. Cane sales
accounted for income of about $60 per acre or about $3 per ton
in the 1937-39 period to $4.50 per ton in 1943 and remained at
that level in 1944 and 1945. Income from governmental payments
more than doubled during the nine-year period. Thus, net earn-
ings during the latter years of the war were maintained because
of increased governmental payments. It should be kept in mind,
however, that these governmental payments to cane growers were
based on a national policy of rigid price controls for sugar and
subsidies to growers to maintain production ; without price con-
trols and subsidies, it is probable that the gross income of cane
growers would have been much higher.
9. For the entire nine-year period, the farms studied pro-
duced sugar cane at an average cost of $97 per acre, or $5.10 per
ton. Of this total, 51 per cent was for direct payments to hired
labor. The producers received an average gross income for the
period of $100 per acre, or $5.28 per ton. The resulting net in-
come amounted to about $3,000 per farm, $3.00 per acre, or $0,18
per ton of cane sold.
10. If it were assumed that every farm owner owned all his
farm outright and paid no interest charges on any of the capital,
the net operating income for the nine years would amount to 6.9
per cent on the capital investment. From this amount would have
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to come actual interest on borrowed funds, income taxes, and cap-
ital replacements to the extent that depreciation rates on old
equipment were not sufficient for replacements, before the re-
mainder could be considered net earnings to the operator. In view
of the risky nature of this business, such returns are not high.
11. The financial results of this series of studies of large
sugar cane farms show that in any given year and under the same
climatic conditions and the same price structure, there are still
variations from farm to farm in costs, returns, and net profits.
The major factors influencing net returns were found to be the
size of the farm, the yield of cane per acre, efficiency in the use
of man labor, the proportion of the cropland planted to cane, and
geographic differences in location of the farms.
12. In contrast to the results from studies of family-type
sugar cane farms, the larger units of the corporate-type farms
studied did not have the lowest unit costs and the highest net re-
turns. In general, the tendency appeared to be for the moderately
Jarge corporate-type farms to make higher returns in good years
and larger losses per unit in bad years than the relatively small
farms of this type and to make higher net returns in good years
and lower losses in bad years than the extremely large farms of
this group.
13. The most important single factor influencing the finan-
cial success of the farms studied was the yield of cane obtained
per acre. In all nine years, the farms with relatively high yields
brought greater net returns than the farms with relatively low
yields.
14.. In general, the lower the direct labor costs per ton of
cane sold, the lower were the total costs of producing cane and the
higher the net income per unit. Labor efficiency on the farms
studied appeared to be interrelated with the degree of mechani-
zation and the size of the farms.
15. The analysis indicates that on these large sugar cane
farms, the larger the percentage of the total acreage planted to
cane and the smaller the dependence on other sources of income,
the lower were the costs of producing cane and the greater were
the total profits from the farm business.
16. A comparison of costs and returns according to geo-
graphic variations indicates that differences do occur in yields,
costs, and returns from one area to another in any one year but
that these variations show no trend or central tendency to indi-
cate that one area is superior to other regions over a long period
of time.
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APPENDIX
Appendix Table I. Costs and returns per acre of cane grown for large sugar
cane farms in Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Average per acre of cane grown
and return 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
General overhead
Labor $15.65 $13.87 $12.69 $13.49 $13.18 $18.20 $16.51 $19.47 $22.42
Feed purchased 3.57 .48 3.49 2.46 .52 2.54 4.84 5.95 3.38
Materials 7.25 5.54 .46 4.61 2.13 8.69 11.50 4.48
Oil, gas, grease .. 2.11 2.28 3.33 2.66 2.32 2.03 4.30 5.75 6.34
Taxes 2.24 2.44 2.91 3.01 2.30 2.68 2.20 2.23 2.06
Insurance .67 .74 1.36 .98 1.14 .88 .90 1.16 1.32
Depreciation 5.02 5.67 6.03 5.55 5.24 5.49 6.00 6.87 8.22
Other 2.56 5.61 4.52 5.76 6.23 9.06 3.45 2.04 16.74
TOTAL 39.07 36.63 34.33 34.37 35.54 43.01 46,89 54,97 64.96
Planting, cultivating
Labor 13.63 12.79 13.05 13.88 12.51 14.86 13.72 15.27 18.26
Seed cane 3.84 5.24 5.03 3.63 3.05 4.51 3.54 3.32 3.60
Fertilizer 2.86 2.79 2.82 3.11 3.11 4.35 5.02 5.81 5.35
Other 1.12 .15 .22 .03 1.53 .03 .17 .64 2.30
m /~vrii a x 21.45 20.97 21.12 20. 65 20. 20 23.75 22.45 25. 04 29. 51
Harvesting cane
20 33 21.89 18 45 10 44 12 78 13.39 18.27 19.43 21.60
Other .21 .19 .63 .49 .95 .77 2.42 .85 .35
TOTAL 20.54 22.08 19.08 10.93 13.73 14.16 20. 69 20.28 21.95
Other crops
Labor Not Not 3.22 3.15 1.98 2.06 1.89 2.84 3.78
Seed re- bro- .70 .56 .58 .55 .88 1.18 .80
Fertilizer cor- ken .57 .41 .33 .39 .46 .45 .22
ded down .31 .12 .56 .98 .04 .02 . 42
TOTAL 3.90 4.80 4.24 3.45 3.98 3.27 4. 49 5.22
Interest 8.80 9.60 9.95 8.56 10.46 8.36 8.91 8.88 9.87
Total cost 89.86 93.18 89.28 78.75 83.38 93.26 102.21 113.66 131.51
Misc. credits 8.49 9.27 10.69 7.01 8.87 9.52 8.15 10.10 10.25
Net cost 81.37 83.91 78.59 71.74 74.51 83.74 94.06 103.56 121.26
Source of receipts
Cane sold 57.02 58.21 63.57 36.29 54.05 77.97 86.08 88.62 95.73
AAA payments .. 18,60 19.28 20,41 14,68 13.52 16.27 22.89 27. 46 50 14
TOTAL 75.62 77.49 83.98 50.97 67.57 94.24 108.97 1 L6.08 145. 87
Misc. receipts
Cane for seed .... t 5.16 5.30 3.97 3.74
' 4,65 2.88 3.91 3 52
Other crops sold t .39 2,52 2.01 3.21 1.93 240 3.43 2.75
Livestock products
sold t .28 .10 .34 .01 .43 .13 .28 .18
Other t 3,44 2.77 .69 1.91 2.51 2.74 2.48 3.80
TOTAL MISC. 8.49 9.27 10.69 7.01 8.87 9.52 8.15 10.10 10.25
Total receipts 84.11 86.76 94.67 57.98 76.44 103.76 117.12 126.18 156.12
Operating expenses 81.06 83.58 79.33 70.19 72,92 84.90 93.30 104.78 121.64
Net operating
Income 3.05 3.18 15.34 —12.21 3.52 18.86 23.82 21.40 34.48
Net income —5.75 -6.42 5.39 —20.77 -6.94 10.50 14.91 12.52 24.61
Capital investment 176.10 179.00 199.00 171.05 209.20 167.10 178.12 177.49 197.49
Cane produced, tons 21.03 23.26 23.38 15.14 19.87 19.27 20.47 20.31 21.90
Cane sold—tons 20.00 22.81 21.43 13.57 18.15 17.99 19.37 19.17 20.80
tThe figure for Miscellaneous receipts in 1937 was not broken down into units,
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Appendix Table III. Costs and returns per ton of cane sold on large sugar
cane farms in Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Items of cost
and return
General overhead
Labor
Feed Purchased
Materials
Oil, gas, grease
Taxes
Insurance
Depreciation
Other
TOTAL
Planting
,
cultivating
Labor
Seed cane
Fertilizer
Other
TOTAL
Harvesting cane
Labor
Other
TOTAL
Other crops
Labor
Seed
Fertilizer
Other
TOTAL
Interest
Total Cost
Misc. credits
Net cost
Source of receipts
Cane sold
AAA payments ....
TOTAL
Misc. receipts
Cane for seed ...
Other crops sold
Livestock products
sold
Other
TOTAL MISC.
Total receipts
Operating expenses
Net operating income
Net income
Capital investment
Average per ton of cane sold
1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945
<$) ($) <$) ($> ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)
.80 .64 .59 .99 .73 1.01 .85 1.02 1.08
.18 .02 .16 .18 .03 .14 .25 .31 .16
.37 .25 .03 .25 .12 .45 .60 .22
.11 .11 .16 .20 .13 .11 .22 .30 .30
.11 .11 .14 .22 .13 .15 .11 .11 .10
.03 .03 .06 .07 .06 .05 .05 .06 .06
26 OR
. *u /ii. ti . .1 JL 91 on. oit
.13 .26 .21 .43 .34 .50 .18 .11 .80
1.99 1.68 1.60 2.53 1.96 2.39 2.42 2.87 3.11
.69 58
. ox 1. 02 . 69 .83 .71 .80 .88
.19 .24 .24 .27 .17 .25 .18 .17 .17
.15 .13 .13 .23 .17 .24 .26 .30 .26
.06 .01 .01 ,00 .08 .00 .01 .04 .11
1.09 .96 .99 1.52 1.11 1.32 1.16 1.31 1.42
1. 03 J., uu .86 . 76 . 71 .75 .94 1.01 1.04
.01 .01 .03 .04 .05 .04 .13 .05 .02
1.04 1.01 .89 .80 .76 .79 1.07 1.06 1.06
Not Not .15 .23 .11 .11 .10 .15 .18
re- bro- .03 .04 .03 .03 .05 .06 .04
cor- ken .03 .03 .02 .02 .02 .02 .01
ded down .01 .01 .03 .06 .00 .00 .02
.18 .22 .31 .19 .22 .17 .23 .25
.45 .44 .47 .63 .57 .46 .46 .46 .47
4.57 4.27 4.17 5.79 4.59 5.18 5.28 5.93 6.31
.43 .43 .50 .52 .49 .53 .42 .53 .49
4.14 3.84 3.67 5.27 4.10 4.65 4.86 5.40 5.82
2.90 2.67 2.97 2.66 2.98 4.34 4.45 4.62 4.59
.95 .88 .95 1.08 .74 .90 1.18 1.43 2.41
3.85 3.55 3.92 3.74 3.72 5.24 5.63 6.05 7.00
'
t .24 .25 .29 .21 .26 .15 .20 .17
t .02 .12 .15 .18 .11 .12 .18 .13
t .01 .00 .03 .00 .02 .01 .01 .01
t .16 .13 .05 .10 .14 .14 .14 .18
.43 .43 .50 .52 .49 .53 .42 .53 .49
4.28 3.98 4.42 4.26 4.21 5.77 6.05 6.58 7.49
4.12 3.83 3.70 5.16 4.02 4.72 4.82 5.47
. 5.84
.16 .15 .72 — .90 .19 1.05 1.23 1.11 1.65
—
.29 - .29 .25 — 1.53 - .38 .59 .77 .65 1.18
8.96 8.21 9.29 12.57 11.52 9.29 9.20 9.26 9.48
tThe figure for Miscellaneous receipts in 1937 was not bfoken down into units.
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Appendix Table V. Relation between the number of acres in cane per farm
and costs and returns on large sugar cane fa*rms in Louisiana,
1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Per ton of cane sold Per cent
Number Net op- Tons Yield of culti-
Acres in cane of Total Total erating Net of per acre
farms Cost Re- income Income cane in area
ceipts sold tons* in cane
4 ftO'T TTm/Iaw OKA1961—under zoU.... 1 4.14 4.32 .53 .18 5,737 25.5 75.9
Zovj to 4yy ... Z 5.08 4.14 - .53 — .94 4,588 16.5 61.1
Duu to i^y
—
1 A1U 4.24 4.17 .28 - .07 13,278 24.1 54.8
750 to 999. .. 4 4.50 4.00 — .03 — .50 17,045 20.8 68.4
1000 & over.. 16 4. 63 4.32 .15 — .31 45,919 20.6 64.4
All farms 33
|
4.57 4.28 .16 — .29 28,806 21.0 63.3
1 QIC TTn/toT>iyoo—unuer zou 3.65 3.77 .36 .12 6,112 28.1 64.6
O^A 4-i-v /(QQzou to 4yy 5 3.88 3.95 .42 .07 9,938 27.1 60.3
f^AA +r» 74Qouu to — 3.90 4.03 .47 .13 12,871 25.0 59.8
750 to 999 ... 4 4.23 4.18 .45 — .05 18,087 24.6 60.5
1000 & over.. 18 4. 35 3.96 .06 — .39 43,225 22.7 62.7
All farms 35 4.27 3.98 .15 — .29
|
28,465 23.3 62.2
-10*30 TTt-i^^iv OPIAlwoy—unuer zou 15 4.38 4.30 .47 08 4,360 23.8 47.6
OK{\ trv /lOOzou to iyy Q*3OO 4.04 4.47 .85 .43 8,487 22.8 56.3
ouu to <iy noAO 4.02 4.22 .43 .20 12,757 23.4 57.7
750 to 999. .. 6 4.38 3.96 .03 — .42 18,752 24.2 55.
9
1000 & over.. 11 4. 25 4. 64 .84 .39 40,386 22.9 56.7
All farms 88 4.17 4.42 .72 .25 13,587 23.2 56.2
j.y*u—unaer zou io 6.65 4.69 — 1.19 1.96 2,361 14.9 50.7
9^A (n iQQzou to 4yy oO 5.37 4.13 - .69 — 1.24 5,461 15.3 58.6
^AA tr\ 74Qouu to i^y ZO 5.74 4.28 - .85 -1.46 8,343 15.2 61.5
750 to 999. .. 6 5.77 4.35 — .88 — 1.42 9,935 13.8 61.3
1000 & over.. 9 O. KJt 4.26 — 1.07 — 1. 78 26,604 15.3 58.8
All farms 89 5.79 4.26 — .90 — 1.53 8,290 15.2 59.1
xyti.—unuer zou 10 5.75 4.88 — .16 — .87 3,482 20.8 56.3
zou to *yy OA 4.22 4.69 1.00 .47 8,287 21.7 60.9
ouu to <*y 1±o 4.87 5.19 1.03 .32 10,658 19.0 61.7
750 to 999. .. 16 4.67 3.20 — .91 — 1.47 15,663 19.0 63.0
1000 & over.. 10 4 45 4 07 . 13 — .38 21,833 20.1 61.4
All farms 76 4.59 4.21 .19 — .38 11,489 19.9 61.6
ly4/—unaer zou 2.77 2.13 — .31 — .64 7, 603 13.4 57.0
zou to 4yy 16 4.96 6.03 1.57 1.07 6,630 19.8 55.2
ouu to <4y.... 4.74 5.82 1.63 1.08 11,466 20.0 63.4
750 to 999. .. 5 4.94 5.78 1.25 .84 14,891 19.2 59.1
1000 & over- 14 5 42 5. 75 82 . OO 42,613 18.9 70.6
All farms .... 52 5.18 5.77 1.05 .59 18,619 19.3 66.2
1943—Under 250.... 5.18 4.84 — .10 — .34 5,640 23.1 65.6
250 to 499.... 16 5.17 5.77 .98 .60 7,325 20.2 64.5
500 to 749.... 17 4.90 5.81 1.28 .91 12,331 21.4 62.0
750 to 999.... 9 4.69 6.06 1.69 1.37 17,218 21.3 65.0
1000 & over.. 12 5. 62 6. 21 1. 14 .59 45,486 19.9 67.8
All farms 55 5.28 6.05 1.23 .77 18,787 20.5 65.8
1944—Under 250 . . 2 5. 10 5.52 . 79 .42 5,270 24.3 66.2
250 to 499 .... 16 5.58 5.86 .62 .28 7,509 20.4 62.8
500 to 749. ... 18 5.58 6.09 .91 .51 12,182 20.7 64.5
750 to 999... 5 5.67 6. 50 1. 15 .83 17,848 21.4 64.7
1000 & over.. 13 6.21 6.98 1.31 .77 41,312 19.9 65.3
All farms ..... 54 5.93 6.58 1.11 .65 18,079 20.3 64.8
1945—Under 250... 1 5.92 5.87 — .05 — .33 4,855 20.2 64.5
250 to 499.... 15 5.10 6.40 1.30 1.07 7,704 21.6 68.5
500 to 749. .. 19 5.41 7.19 1.78 1.26 14,617 20.5 63.3
750 to 999. .. 6 5.61 7.29 1.68 1.25 17,812 22.2 64.8
1000 & over- 13 6.17 7.85 1.68 1.17 48,308 21.3 68.3
All farms 54 6.31
|
7.49 1.65 1.18 20,232 21.8 65.5
*The yield per acre figures are based on the total of tons produced rather than the number sold.
Appendix Table VI. Relation between the number of tons of cane sold per
farm and the cost of producing cane on large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Cost per ton of cane sold
No. Gen. Planting
Tons of cane sold of Total over- and cul- Har- Other
farms head tivating vesting crops xii in f?ai<
($) ($) ($) ($> ($) ($)
1937—Under 5,000 1 6.82 2.50 2.76 1.02 .54
5,000 to 9,999 2 4.16 1.61 1.04 1.17 .34
10,000 to 14,999 10 4.30 1.61 1.16 1.15 .38
1 ^ fWIO. tn 1Q QQQ "4 4 38 1.89 .80 1 27 .42
20,000 and over 16 4.63 2.07 1.10 1.00 .46
33 4. 57 1. 99 1. 09 1. 04 . *o
1938—Under 5,000 1 4.53 1.51 .91 1.07 .15 .89
5,000 to 9,999 2 3.91 1.49 .86 1.06 .26 .24
10,000 to 14,999 10 3.85 1.44 .86 1.03 .19 .33
1 "S (inn t'n 1 Q QQQ 4 4.17 1. 67 1.02 1.00 37
20,000 and over 18 4.35 1.72 .97 1.01 .18 .47
ah ifLrms 35 4 27 1 68 .96 1.01 .18 .44
1939—Under 5,000 13 4.49 1.77 1.04 .94 .14 .60
5,000 to 9,999 30 4.13 1.66 .92 .92 .22 .41
10,000 to 14,999 25 4.00 1.64 .84 .90 .18 .44
15 000 to 19 999 9 3.98 1.39 .86 1.04 .24 .45
20,000 and over 11 4.32 1.60 1.15 .81 .26 .50
All farms 88 4 17 1. 60 .99 | .89 23 46
1940—Under 5,000 28 6.48 2.73 1.71 .88 .42 .74
5,000 to 9,999 45 5.49 2.40 1.39 .85 .31 .54
10,000 to 14,999 10 6.05 2.77 1.34 .92 .27 .75
15,000 to 19,999 2 4.98 1.99 1.46 .93 .60
.6620,000 and over 4 5.96 2.59 1.80 .56 .35
All farms 89 5.79 2 53 1.52 .80 .31 .63
1941—Under 5,000 10 6.07 2.78 1.12 1.11 .28 .78
5,000 to 9,999 24 4.85 1.90 1.13 .80 .23 .79
10,000 to 14,999 20 4.53 2.10 1.12 .70 .11 .50
15,000 to 19,999 15 4.38 1.77 1.15 .72 25 .49
20 000 and Over 7 4.42 1.93 1.03 .77 . 15 .54
All fa T*TY1 C i. oy j.. yo 1.11 .76 57
1942—Under 5,000 2 6.31 3.08 1.36 1.00 .25 .62
5,000 to 9,999 18 5.28 2.19 1.45 .82 .30 .52
10,000 to 14,999 15 4.45 1.98 1.25 .77 .13 .32
15,000 to 19 999 4 4.89 2.02 1.05 1.00 .28 .54
20,000 and over 13 5.41 2.60 1.35 .76 .22 .48
All t*p t»tv» a 52 o.io 1.32 .79 .22 .4b
1943—Under 5,000 1 6.55 2.90 1.48 1.51 .66
5,000 to 9,999 19 5.23 2.53 1.23 1.02 .10 .35
10,000 to 14,999 14 5.02 2.39 1.04 1.15 .07 .37
15 000 tn 1Q QQQ g 4.38 2.16 .87 .92 •OA
20,000 and over 15 5.51 2.45 1.22 1.08 .22 .54
All 55 5. 28 2.42 1.16 1.07 .17 .46
1944—Under 5,000 2 5.90 3.13 .91 1.27 .15 .44
5,000 to 9,999 18 5.64 2.67 1.46 1.05 .14 .32
10,000 to 14,999 14 5.69 2.92 1.21 1.02 .16 .38
15,000 to 19,999 8 5.36
'
2.56 1.05 1.19 .16 .40
20,000 and over 12 6.22 2.98 1.37 1.03 .30 .54
All farms 54 5.93 2.87 1.31 1.06 .23 .46
1945—Under 5,000 2 7.18 3.34 2.06 1.15 .10 .53
5,000 to 9,999 16 5.46 2.54 1.43 1.05 .20 .24
10,000 to 14,999 13 5.68 2.72 1.23 1.06 .33 .34
15,000 to 19,999 9 6.34 3.01 1.30 1.08 .24 .71
20,000 and over 14 6.61 3.35 1.48 1.04 .24 .50
All farms 54 6.31 3.11 1.42 1.06 .25 .47
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Appendix Table VII. Relation between the number of tons of cane sold per
farm and the income per ton on large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Income per ton of cane sold
No. Govern- Net
Tons of cane sold of Total Cane Other Net
farms receipts sales pay'ents receipts income income
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)
1937—Under 5,000 1 4.78 O. UU 1 11 .67 1.50 —2.04
5,000 to 9,999 2 4.06 2.89 .91 .26 .24 — .10
10,000 to 14,999 10 4.18 2.88 .95 .35 .26 — .12
15,000 to 19,999 4 3.99 2.88 .81 .30 .03 — .39
16 4.32 2.90 .96 .46 .15 — .31
All farms 33 4.28 2.90 .95 .43 .16 — .29
1938—Under 5,000 1 5.36 2.79 1.01 1.56 1.72 .83
5,000 to 9,999 2 3.83 2.62 .93 .28 .16 - .08
10,000 to 14,999 10 3.95 2 68 .92 .35 .43 .10
15,000 to 19,999 4 4.13 2.60 .89 .64 .33 - .04
20,000 and over 18 3.96 2.68 .87 .41 .08 — .39
All farms 35 3.98 2.67 .88 .43 .15 — .29
1939—Under 5,000 13 4.39 2.99 .98 .42 .50 — .10
5,000 to 9,999 30 4.42 3.07 .95 .40 .70 .29
10,000 to 14,999 25 4.33 2 94 92 .47 .77 .33
15,000 to 19,999 9 4.02 2.77 .93 .32 .49 .04
20,000 and over 11 4.61 3.00 .98 .63 .79 .29
All farms 88 4.42 2.97 .95 .50 .71 .25
1940—Under 5,000 28 4.37 2.69 1.12 .56 —1.37 —2.11
5,000 to 9,999 45 4.19 2.65 1.06 .48 — .76 —1.30
10,000 to 14,999 10 4.46 2. 63 1. 21
. 62 — .84 —1.59
15,000 to 19,999 2 3.95 2.67 .73 .55 — .43 —1.03
20,000 and over 4 4.25 2.71 1.07 .47 —1.05 —1.71
All farms 89 4.26 2.66 1.08 .52 — .90 —1.53
1941—Under 5,000 10 4.80 3.80 .69 .31 — .49 —1.27
5,000 to 9,999 24 4.63 3.37 .88 .38 .57 — .22
10,000 to 14,999 20 5.27 3.86 87 .54 1.24 .74
15,000 to 19,999 15 3.15 2.12 .53 .50 — .74 —1.23
20,000 and over 7 3.69 2.40 .74 .55 — .19 — .73
All farms 76 4.21 2.98 .74 .49 .19 — .38
1942—Under 5,000 2 5.91 4.45 .91 .55 .22 - .40
5,000 to 9,999 18 6.07 4.52 1.04 .51 1.31 .79
10,000 to 14,999 15 5.66 4.26 .90 .50 1.53 1.21
15,000 to 19,999 4 5.65 4.44 .84 .37 1.30 .76
20,000 and over 13 5.74 4.30 .88 .56 .81 .33
All farms 52 5.77 4.34 .90 .53 1.05 .59
1943—Under 5,000 1 5.98 3.86 1.70 .42 .09 — .57
5,000 to 9,999 19 5.75 4.53 .97 .25 .87 .52
10,000 to 14,999 14 5.95 4.43 1. 17 .35 1.30 .93
15,000 to 19,999 6 5.82 4.42 1.06 .34 1.76 1.44
20,000 and over 15 6.18 4.43 1.25 .50 1.21 .67
All farms 55 6.05 4.45 1.18 .42 1.23 .77
1944—Under 5,000 2 5.97 4.03 1.44 .50 .51 .07
5,000 to 9,999 18 5.75 4.37 1.12 .26 .43 .11
10,000 to 14,999 14 6.21 4.47 1.41 .33 .90 .52
15,000 to 19,999 8 6.28 4.52 1.34 .42 1.32 .92
20,000 and over 12 7.00 4.77 1.54 .69 1.32 .78
54 D. OS 4.62 1.43 .53 1.11 .65
1945—Under 5,000 2 7.02 4.31 2.10 .61 .36 — .17
5,000 to 9,999 16 6.46 4.30 1.94 .22 1.25 1.01
10,000 to 14,999 13 7.32 4.24 2.66 .42 1.98 1.64
15,000 to 19,999 9 7.20 4.07 2.59 .54 1.58 .87
20,000 and over 14 7.81 4.86 2.40 .55 1.69 1.19
All farms 54 7.49 4.59 2.41 .49 1.65 1.18
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Appendix Table VIII. Relation between the number of tons of cane sold per farm
and various physical factors related to production costs on large
sugar cane farms in Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive
Size of farms, acres
Tons Yield % total % total
.
% cul-
No. In cul- cane cane area area tivated
Tons of cane sold of Total tiva- in pro- per culti- in area
farms acres* tion cane duced acre, vated* cane* in cane
tons
L937—Under 5,000 1 1,000 523 343 3,570 10.4 52.3 34.3 65.6
5,000 to 9,999 2 509 396 254 6,323 24.9 77.8 49.9 64.1
10,000 to 14,999 10 1,978 1 129 621 14,376 23.2 57.1 31.4 55.0
15,000 to 19,999 4 2,362 1,167 ouo 18,046 22.4 49.4 34.1 69.1
20,000 and over .... 16 9,052 3 693 2,378 49,033 20.6 40.8 26.3 64.4
All farms 33 5,336 2,314 1,465 30,809 21.0 43.4 27.5 63.3
L938—Under 5,000 1 425 400 258 5,109 19.8 94.1 60.7 64.5
5,000 to 9,999 2 551 422 244 6,462 26.5 76.6 44.3 57.8
10,000 to 14,999 10 1 484 877 528 13,746 26.0 59.1 35.6 60,
2
15,000 to 19,999 4 3 754 1 402 856 18,854 22.0 37.3 22.8 61 1
20,000 and over 18 1 ,0.1* 3,212 2,013 46,203 22.9 42.2 26.4 62.8
All farms 35 4,812 2,098 1,305 30,359 23.3 43.6 27.1 62.2
L939—Under 5,000 13 740 424 201 4,243 21.1 57.3 27.2 47.4
5,000 to 9,999 30 987 649 375 8,490 22.6 65.8 38.0 57.8
10,000 to 14,999 25 1 574 967 545 12,977 23.8 61.4 34.6 56.4
15,000 to 19,999 9 2 191 1 403 783 18,924 24.2 64.0 35.7 55.8
20,000 and over 11 5 727 3,412 1,935 45,416 23.5 59.6 33.8 56.7
All farms 88 1,833 1,129 634 14,820 23.4 61.6 34.6 56.2
1940—Under 5,000 28 839 489 281
. ...
3,679 13.1 58.3 33.5 57.5
5,000 to 9,999 45 1,580 890 540 8,160 15.1 56.3 34.2 60.7
10,000 to 14,999 10 O OAfJz, zto 1 40LftOZ 827 13,334 16.1 66.0 36.8 55.8
15,000 to 19,999 2 o,llO 1 B1Ql,olo 1 117 19,466 17.4 57.1 35.2 61.6
20,000 and over 4 7 508 4 896 2 930 45,188 15.4 65.2 39.0 59.8
All farms 89 1,724 1,031 611 9,250 15.1 59.8 35.4 59.3
_
1941—Under 5,000 10 597 322 188
-
3,636 19.3 53.9 31.5 58.4
5,000 to 9,999 24 1,314 807 463 8,662 18.7 61.4 35.2 57.4
10,000 to 14,999 20 1,879 930 632 13,026 20.6 49.5 33.6 68.0
15,000 to 19,999 15 2,755 1,463 915 18,300 20.0 53.1 33.2 62.5
20,000 and over 7 3,572 2,131 1,247 25,240 20.2 59.7 34.9 58.5
All farms 76 1,861 1,027 633 12,578 19.9 55.2 34.0 61.6
1942—Under 5,000 2 618 454 248 4,221 17.0 73.5 40.1 54.6
5,000 to 9,999 18 1,253 711 399 7,714 19.3 56.7 31.8 56.1
10,000 to 14,999 15 2,471 995 658 13,021 19.8 40.3 26.6 66.1
15,000 to 19,999 4 3,381 1,647 917 18,724 20.4 48.7 27.1 55.7
20,000 and over 13 5,221 3,542 2,509 47,680 19.0 67.8 48.1 70.8
All farms 52 2,736 1,563 1,035 19,949 19.3 57.1 37.8 66.2
19431—Under 5,000 1 344 259 4,185 16.2 75.3
5,000 to 9,999 19 624 398 7,747 19.5 63.8
10,000 to 14,999 14
6
995 625 13,126 21.0 62.8
15,000 to 19,999 .... 1,196 780 17,616 22.6 65.2
20,000 and over 15 3,185 2,141 43,405 20.3 67.2
All farms 55 1,474 970 19,853 20.5 65.8
1944 j—Under 5 000 2 314 235 5,007 21.3 74.8
5,000 to 9,999 18 649 409 7,860 19.2 63.0
10,000 to 14,999 14 933 622 12,534 20.2 66.7
15,000 to 19,999 8 1,249 794 17,190 21.6 63.6
20,000 and over ... 12 3,606 2,337 47,461 20.3 64.8
All farms 54 1,456. 943 19,148 20.3 64.8
19451—Under 5,000 2 382 276 4,632 16.8 72.5
5,000 to 9,999 16 571 397 8,054 20.3 69.5
10,000 to 14,999 13
9
928 571 12,082 22.0 61.5
15,000 to 19,999 1,237 790 17,039 21.6 63.8
20,000 and over ... 14 3,356 2,216 49,402 22.3 66.0
All farms 54 1,483 971 21,224 21.8 65.5
Unable to obtain necessary data for years 1943, 1944, and 1945.
tFigures for "tons cane produced" inaccurate owing to inability to secure tonnage figures from
all plantations; "tens cane sold" figures were used where no "tons produced'' figures were available.
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Appendix Table IX. Relation between the yield of cane per acre and the
costs of operating large sugar cane farms in Louisiana,
1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Yield per acre—tons
Number
of
farms
Cost per ton of cane sold
total
cost
General
over-
head
Planting:
and cul-
tivating:
Har-
vesting
Other
crops Interest
-Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 & over.
All farms
(»
4.70
4.77
4.53
4.89
3.91
3.89
<*)
1.88
2.13
1.79
2.34
1.54
1.50
(?)
1.41
1.13
1.21
1.05
.93
.87
($)
.63
1.03
1.05
1.07
1.08
1.18
33 4.57 1.1 1.09 1.04
($) ($)
.78
.48
.48
.43
.36
.34
-Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 & over.
All farms
1939—Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9.
25 to 27.9.
&28 over.
All farms.
1940—Under 16...
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9. ..
22 to 24.9.
25 to 27.9.
28 & over..
All farms...
-Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9..
25 to 27.9
28 & over
All farms....
-Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9..
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 & over..
All farms
35
88
4.68
4.12
4.20
3.86
4.27
4.61
4.31
4.24
3.86
4.12
1.80
1.64
1.68
1.45
.96
1.71
1.60
1.67
1.43
1.76
1.17
1.04
1.00
.76
1.05
1.10
.97
1.01
.97
.95
.87
.84
.87
4.17
|
1.60
57 6.21 2.70
22 5.38 2.41
8 5.13 2.22
2 4.28 1.29
0 0
0 0
1.65
1.42
1.17
1.13
5.78 2.52
76
52
5.87
5.35
4.37
4.52
3.39
0
2.55
2.23
1.87
1.88
1.53
4.59 l.<
6.59
5.48
5.00
4.36
4.67
3.87
5.18
3.06
2.47
2.38
1.99
1.89
1.42
2.39
1.52
.89
.80
1.36
1.15
1.08
1.12
1.11
,75
.76
1.60
1.53
1.22
1.07
1.36
1.36
1.32 .79
18
.22
.31
.29
.41
.15
.15
.01
.19
.24
.20
.15
.04
.24
.61
.39
.34
.38
.44
.61
.44
.46
.41
47
.63
57
.64
.46
.48
.32
.53
.17
.46
1943—Under 16.
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 & over
All farms...
1944—Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9.
28 & over.
All farms....
5.95
5.76
5.18
5.20
4.52
3.83
2.43
2.43
2.55
2.28
2.42
2.25
1.52
1.44
1.01
1.18
.76
.52
1.23
1.17
1.03
1.08
.98
.55
54
5.28 2.42 1.16 1.07
5.74
6.48
6.08
5.09
4.82
5.44
2.42
3.04
2.94
2.55
2.21
2.99
1.98
1.64
1.28
1.11
.98
.93
1.06
1.17
1.05
1.00
5.93 2.87 1.31 1.06
.28
.19
.16
.19
.04
.04
17
23
.49
.53
.43
.47
.32
.47
.46
.46
1945—Under 16
16 to 18.9.
19 to 21.9.
22 to 24.9..
25 to 27.9.
28 & over.
All farms....
20
16
7
1
54
8.29
6.99
6.52
6.38
5.10
4.64
3.26
3.34
3.14
2.49
2.18
1.98
1.82
1.40
1.44
1.02
1.33
1.39
1.18
1.15
.99
1.00
.91
6.31 3.11 1.42 .25
.82
.46
.40
.53
.42
.18
.47
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Appendix Table X. delation between the yield of cane per acre and the
income from the operation of large sugar cane farms in Louisiana,
1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Income per ton cane sold
Number Govern- Net oper-
xieio per H/t rtr-
i
uj p of Total Cane ment Other ating Net
farms receipts sales payments receipts income income
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)
1937—Under 16 2 4.83 3.04 1.12 .67 .91 .13
16 to 18.9 6 4. 24 2 80 . yo AQ — .05 — .53
19 to 21.9... 8 4.12 2.89 .92 .31 .07 — .41
22 to 24.9 9 4.27 2.84 .94 .49 — .19 — .62
ok in 97 q 4.46 3.12 .95 .39 .91 .55
28 & over 2 4.02 2.87 .87 .28 .47 .13
All farms 33 4.28 2.90 .95 .43 .16 — .29
1938—Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9 9 4.08 2.66 .89 .53 .01 — .60
13 3.94 2.68 .88 .38 .21 — .18
25 to 27 9 9 3.98 2.64 .91 .43 .12 — .22
28 & over 4 3.79 2.72 .85 .22 .31 - .07
All farms 35 3.98 2.67 .88 .43 .15 - .29
1939—Under 16
16 to 18.9 8 4.62 3.12 1.01 ,49 .62 01
19 to 21.9 24 4.41 2.95 .98 .48 .54 .10
22 to 24.9... 26 4.68 3.08 1.02 .58 .90 .44
25 to 27 9 19 4.22 2.88 .86 .48 .77 .36
28 & over 11 4.11 2.82 .89 .40 .59 — .01
All farms 88 4.42 2.97 .95 .50 .72 .25
1940—Under 16 57 4.31 2.67 1.12 .52 — 1.22 — 1.90
16 to 18.9 22 4. 22 2 67 99 . DO — . ou — l.lo
19 to 21.9 8 4.17 2." 68 1.16 .33 — .40 — .96
22 to 24.9
,
2 3.72 2.48 .92 .32 .24 — .56
25 to 27.9 0
28 & over 0
All farms 89 4.26 2.67 1.08 .51 — .89 — 1.52
1941—Under 16 7 5.44 3.80 .95 .69 .38 — .43
16 to 18.9 17 2 86 1 49 71 . OD 1 7Q— X. 1 0 O AO— a6, 4V»
19 to 21.9 36 4'. 08 2.99 .68 .41 .23 — .29
8 5.13 3.87 .84 .42 1.30 .61
25 to 27.9 8 5.32 3.87 .91 .54 2.12 1.93
28 & over
All farms 76 4.21 2.98 .74 .49 .19 — .38
1942—Under 16 8 6.10 4.53 .97 .60 .15 — .49
16 to 18.9 10 5 80 4 34
. S*X .55 TO. (8 .32
19 to 21.9 17 5.70 4.28 .90 .52 1.18 .70
2.Z tO 24.9 13 5.72 4.32 .87 .53 1*68 1.36
25 to 27 9 3 5.49 4.31 .87 .31 1.35 .82
28 & over 1 4.50 3.48 .88 .14 .80 .63
All farms 52 5.77 4.34 .90 .53 1.05 .59
1943—Under 16 4 6,72 5.03 1.10 .59 1,26 .77
16 to 18.9 13 6 23 4 66 1 10 47 1 nn
-L. uu A f4 1
19 to 21.9 18 5 82 4^21 1 29 32 1.07 .64
OO frt Oyi Q 13 6,13 4.51 1.08 .54 1 40 .93
25 to 27 9 5 5.85 4.24 1.40 .21 1.65 1.33
28 & over 2 5.25 3.86 1.36 .03 1.89 1.42
All farms . 55 6.05 4.45 1.18 42 1.23
= 77
1944—Under 16 2 6.40 4.29 173 38 .89 66
16 to 18.9 14 6 54 4.72 1 40 .42 50 06
19 to 21.9 23 6*77 4.74 08 .65 1.21 ^69
22 tn 94 Q Q 6.18 ' 4.35 1.45 .38 1.42 1 09
25 to 27.9 3 5.86 4.23 1.63 .00 l!56 1,04
28 & over 6.16 4.02 1.92 ,22 1.05 .72
All farms 54 6.58 4.62 1.43 .53 1.11 .65
1945—Under 16 1 8.31 4.30 2.70 1.31 .84 .02
16 to 18.9 9 8.24 5.20 2.45 .59 1.71 1.25
.6619 to 21.9 20 7.18 4.22 2.56 .40 1.06
22 to 24.9 16 7.67 4.86 2.25 .56 1.82 1.29
25 to 27.9 7 6.95 3.88 2.74 .33 2.27 1.85
28 & over. 1 5.67 4.17 1.50 1.21 1.03
All farms 54 7.49 4.59 2.41 .49 1.65 1.18
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Appendix Table XI. Relation between the yield of cane per acre and various physi
cal factors related to production costs on large sugar cane farms in
Louisiana, 1937 through 1945, inclusive.
Held per acre-tons
1937—Under 16
16 to 18.9 ...
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 and over
All farms
161938—Under
16 to 18.9 ....
19 to 21.9 ..
22 to 24.9 ..
25 to 27.9 ..
28 and over
All farms ..
1939—Under 16
16 to 18.9 ...
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9
28 and over
All farms
1940—Under 16
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9 ...
25 to 27.9 ....
28 and over
All farms
1941—Under 16
16 to 18.9
...
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9 ....
25 to 27.9 ...
28 and over
All farms
...
1942—Under
16 to 18.9
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9 .
25 to 27.9
28 and over
All farms .
16
1943—Under 16
16 to 18.9 ....
19 to 21.9 ....
22 to 24.9 ....
25 to 27.9
28 and over
All farms ...
161944—Under
16 to 18 9 .
19 to 21 9 .
22 to 24.9 ..
25 to 27.9 ..
28 and over
All farms
1945—Under 16
16 to 18.9 ....
19 to 21.9
22 to 24.9
25 to 27.9 ...
28 and over
All farms ...
of
farms
Size of farms, acres
Total
acresf
5,150
9,987
4,008
4,854
4,242
2,326
In.,cul-
tiva-
tion
1,786
3,558
1,904
2,346
2,108
1,226
In
cane
1,138
2,443
1,231
1,462
1,217
541
5,336 | 2.314 1,465
5,977
6,183
3,339
1,051
2,386
2,735
1,470
793
1,496
1,715
882
498
35 4,812 | 2,098 1,305
88 | 1,833 | 1,129
|
634
1,557
2,249
1,752
886
954
1,326
905
482
580
772
853
359
7,836
12,982
9,188
8,726
I
89 1,724
| 1,031 611
1,460
1,333
2,332
1,476
1,594
1,111
850
1,203
1,082
480
762
531
726
550
397
6,956
11,763
8,426
7,541
37.3
34.3
48.7
40.5
61.3
59.0
51.7
54.4
9,250 8,290 35.4 59.8
11,795 10,612 52.2 76.1
9,456 8,540 39.8 63.8
14,709 13,513 31.1 51.6
12,480 11,430 37.3 73.3
10,406 9,472 24.9 30.1
I 76 | 1,861 | 1,027 | 633 12,578 | 11,489 I 34.0 55.2
1,999
1,966
1,694
1,078
790
419
1,250
1,363
1,147
703
439
259
18,626 17,054 44.6 71.4
23,754 21,980 42.6 61.5
23,321 21,937 35.7 52.7
16,352 15,364 32.5 49.8
11,478 10,729 29.7 53.5
7,319 7,095 35.8 57.9
2,736
| 1,563 | 1,035 19,949 I 18,619 37.8
55
|
1,785
1,566
1,412
1.684
818
1.087
1,251
1,042
941
1,072
530
653
18,753
18,595
19,233
24,848
13,733
18.643
18,503
17,491
18,541
22,685
13,189
18,643
1,474
| 970
1,017
1,209
2,001
1,028
729
741
723
721
1,319
707
411
487
I
54 | 1,456
|
943
54
391
1,111
1,168
2,398
1,083
388
1,483
313
676
742
1,603
754
289
971
19,853t
|
18,787
10,773
12,807
26,606
16,473
10,460
13,862
10,308
12,021
24,876
15,805
10,460
13,862
19.148J | 18,079
4,408
12,084
15,170
36,389
19,821
8,576"
21,224$
4,289
11,479
14,564
34,425
19,187
8,576
20,232
8
24
1,014 594 322 5,764 5,248 31.8 58.6 54.2
2.183 1,349 774 16,114 14,555 35.5 61.8 67.4
26 2,134 1.223 682 15,625 14,282 32.0 57.3
68.8
55.8
19 1,573 1,083 636 16,448 15,294 40.4 58.7
11 1,405 893 465 13,870 12,949 33.1 63.6 52.1
Tons
cane
pro-
duced
16,905
44,011
25,032
33,381
31,194
15,482
Tons
cane
sold
15,521
41,127
23,730
30,949
29,241
14,488
% total
area
culti-
vatedf
22.1
24.5
30.7
30.1
28.7
23.3
% total
area
in
canet
34.7
35.6
47.5
48.3
49.7
52.7
30,
31,299
39,729
22,911
14,549
29,325
37,171
21,514
13,878
25.0
27.7
26.4
47.4
39,9
44.2
44.0
75.5
30,359 | 28,465 I 27.1
I 28,806 j 27.5 | 43.4 |
43.6 | 62.2
14,820 | 13,587 | 34.6 | 61.6
|
57.1
|
65.5
tUnable to obtain necessary data for years 1943, 1944, and 1945.
JFfgures for "tons cane produced" inaccurate—in many instances "tons sold" figures had to be
substituted for "tons produced" as figures on total tonnage produced for some farms were unavailable.
Amount of cane used for seed not reported.
Appendix Table XII. Relation between direct labor costs per ton of cane sold
and cost of producing cane on large sugar cane farms in Louisiana in 1945.
Direct l<t l>or cost
s
No. General Planting
per ton cane sold of Total over- and Harvest- Other
farms costs head cultivat. ing crops Interest
Less than 2.00 23 $5.98 $3.13 $1.20 $ .95 $ .25 $ .45
2.00 to 2.49 15 6.60 3.19 1.59 1.11 .24 .47
2.50 and over 16 6.81 2.95 1.78 1.28 .27 .53
All farms 54 6.31 3.11 1.42 1.06 .25 .47
Appendix Table XIII. Relation between direct labor costs per ton of cane sold
and income on large sugar cane farms in Louisiana in 1945.
IMrect labor costs
per ton cane sold
No.
of
farms
Total
receipts
Cane
sold
Govern-
ment
payments
Other
income
Net
operating
income
Net
Income
Less than 2.00 23 $7.25 $4.31 $2.43 $ .51 $1.73 $1.27
2.00 to 2.49 15 7.82 4.96 2.36 .50 1.69 1.22
2.50 and over 16 7.67 4.82 2.42 .43 1 38 .85
All farms 54 7.49 4.59 2.41 .49 1.65 1.18
Appendix Table XIV. Relation between direct labor costs per ton of cane sold
and various physical factors affecting production costs on large sugar cane
farms in Louisiana in 1945.
.Direct labor
cost per ton
of cane sold
No.
Of
farms
Acres in
eultiva.
per farm
Acres in
cane per
farm
Tons cane
produced
per farm
Tons cane
sold per
farm
Held of
cane per
acre-tons
% cultl-
vat'd area
in cane
Less than 2.00 23 1,698 1,136 26,158 25,106 23.0 66.9
2.00 to 2.49 15 1,593 1,053 22,792 21.490 21.6 66.1
2.50 and over 16 1,071 657 12,663 12,049 19.3 61.4
All farms 54 1,483 971 21,224 20.232 21.8 65.5
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